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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Amendment 

The amendment filed 10-27-2008 has been entered and considered. 
Claims 2, 8 and 15-25 are cancelled. 

Claims 1, 3-7, 9-14, and 26-37 remain rejected as discussed below. 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 
1. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

Claim(s) 1 , 3-7 and 9-14 is/are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 as not falling within 
one of the four statutory categories of invention. While the claims recite a series of 
steps or acts to be performed, a statutory "process" under 35 U.S.C. 101 must (1) be 
tied to another statutory category (such as a particular apparatus), or (2) transform 
underlying subject matter (such as an article or material) to a different state or thing. 
The instant claims neither transform underlying subject matter nor positively tie to 
another statutory category that accomplishes the claimed method steps, and therefore 
do not qualify as a statutory process. The claims do not qualify as statutory process 
because they are directed to an abstract idea and recite purely mental steps. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
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the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1, 3-7, and 9-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Sriram (US 5,463,620) in view of Polan et al (US 2003/0172123) 
further in view of the background of APA (Admitted Prior ART) and further in view of 
Chen (US 5970088), hereinafter referred to as Polan. 

Regarding claims 1 and 9. Sriram discloses a method for prioritizing frames for 
transmission from a local node according to frame type. The method comprises 
determining if a remote node is open (column 2, lines 60-67. fig 1 . the nodes are 
interconnected). If the remote node is open (Node 14 is open), then determining if there 
are contexts for the remote node in which the contexts are arranged in at least first and 
second queues (fig 5. the data is transmitted to node 14 through the link 28. the 
contexts are arranged in multiple queues, first queue 32, second queue 44); if no 
contexts reside on the queues for the remote node (column 6, lines 20-44. server 48 
empties the queues from content), then examining an on-chip context cache to 
determine a context for the remote node (column 6, lines 20-44. the server check the 
next queue for context for the node 14) when the remote node is a current node of a 
current loop (fig 1 . the nodes are interconnected), thereby promoting saving of current 
loop tenancy (fig . 1 , current loop does not end the tenancy). 

Sriram does not specify that the remote node is a device on a fiber channel or 
the method is performed by another device on fiber channel. However, Polan discloses 
a method of implementing ATM over Fiber channel (see paragraph 0034). Thus, it 
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would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to use ATM over fiber channel, as taught by Polan, into the loop (fig 1 , 10, 14, 
1 6) of Sriram for the purpose of taking advantage of the higher bandwidth provided by 
the fiber channel. 

Sriram does not explicitly disclose an on chip context cache. However, the APA 
of the current application discloses that it is well known in the art to the context manager 
is responsible for retrieving on-chip context for the purpose of communicating 
information with other modules in the loop. Thus, it would have been obvious to a 
person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to examine on-chip context, 
a 

s taught by the APA (see paragraph [0002]) for the reason listed above. 

Sriram in view of Polan discloses all the limitations of the claimed invention with 
the exception that a queue is both a response queue and transfer queue. However, 
Chen, from a similar field of endeavor, discloses that buffer can be both a 
transfer/receive buffer. Thus, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of the invention to employ a transfer/receive buffer (fig. 2a, buffers 
within the line card), as taught by Chen into the system of Sriram in view of Polan for 
the purpose of reducing hardware within the system. 

Regarding claim 3. Sriram discloses a method that further comprises if there are 
contexts in the on-chip context cache for the remote node, then retrieving and queuing 
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cached context for the remote node (see column 6, lines 20-44. the server transmits any 
context located within the next queue to the node 14). 

Regarding claim 4. Sriram discloses a method that determines if there is context 
on the data queue for the remote node (see column 6, lines 20-44. The server locates 
context availability within each queue including the data queue). 

Regarding claim 5, the method of Sriram comprises that if there is context on the 
data queue for the remote node, then prioritizing context on the data queue for the 
lowest direct memory access latency for the remote node (column 8, lines 39-49, low 
bandwidth is allocated for low priority queue. 15 cells per cycle). 

Regarding claims 6 and 7. Sriram discloses a method of prioritizing an earliest 
queued context for the remote node with the highest weight (fig 5, column 6 lines 20-44. 
The server defines time cycles for each queue. T1 is the first cycle granted for queue 32 
because voice has more weight then data. 30 cells per cycle). 

Regarding claim 10. Sriram discloses a method wherein the contexts are 
arranged in a third queue (fig. 5 queue 36). 

Regarding claim 1 1 . Sriram discloses a method wherein each of the first second 
third queues stores a unique type of frame (fig. 5). 

Regarding claim 12. Sriram discloses a method wherein the contexts are 
arranged in fourth and fifth queues (fig. 5). 

Regarding claims 13 and 14. Sriram discloses a method where five different 
queues with assigned priority (fig. 5). 
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3. Claims 26-37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Mullendore et al (US 7,21 5,680) in view of Sriram and further in view of the background 
of APA (Admitted Prior ART) and further in view of Chen. Hereinafter referred to as 
Mullendore. 

Regarding claim 26. The prior art of Mullendore discloses a plurality of nodes 
(fig.1A), each of the plurality of nodes communicatively coupled to all other nodes of the 
plurality of nodes in a loop topology (fig.1 A), each of the plurality of nodes capable of 
receiving information from every other node of the plurality of nodes and capable of 
transmitting information to every other node of the plurality of nodes per loop (fig.1 A), 
such that no two nodes transmit to a same node in a loop (fig.1 A) and a remote node is 
a current node of a current loop (fig 1 A), thereby promoting saving of current loop 
tenancy (fig.1 A, current loop does not end the tenancy). 

Mullendore does not disclose that the communications between nodes uses 
multiple queues to determine priority for transmitting frames of information. However, 
Sriram discloses a method where the communication between nodes uses multiple 
queues to determine priority for transmitting frames of information (fig 1 and 5); wherein 
the queues are examined for context when no context reside on other queues. Thus, it 
would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to implement nodes that employ multiple queues to determine priority for 
transmitting frames of information, as taught by Sriram, into the loop topology of 
Mullendore for the purpose of enhancing data flow, priority and avoiding congestion. 
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Mullendore in view of Sriram does not explicitly disclose an on chip context 
cache. However, the APA of the current application discloses that it is well known in the 
art to the context manager is responsible for retrieving on-chip context cache for the 
purpose of communicating information with other modules in the loop. Thus, it would 
have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
examine on-chip context, as taught by the APA (see paragraph [0002]) for the reason 
listed above. 

Mullendore in view of Sriram discloses all the limitations of the claimed invention 
with the exception that a queue is both a response queue and transfer queue. However, 
Chen, from a similar field of endeavor, discloses that buffer can be both a 
transfer/receive buffer. Thus, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of the invention to employ a transfer/receive buffer (fig. 2a, buffers 
within the line card), as taught by Chen, into the system of Mullendore in view of Sriram 
for the purpose of reducing hardware within the system. 

Regarding claims 27, Mullendore discloses a system of communication wherein 
the loop topology is a fiber channel arbitrated loop (see background of Mullendore, 
paragraph [003]). 

Regarding claims 28-33. Mullendore discloses all the limitations of the parent 
claim with the exception of wherein the queues are multiple queues for multiple sets of 
frames. However, Sriram discloses a queuing method where the node queues multiple 
incoming frames within different queues. Each set of frames is queued in a separate 
queue. Thus, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the 
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time of the invention to implement the method of using multiple queues for multiple sets 
of frames, as taught by Sriram, into the communication system of Mullendore for the 
purpose or allocating different bandwidths for different sets of frames depending on 
priority and enhancing data transmission. 

Regarding claim 34. Mullendore discloses a system wherein the plurality of 
nodes are two to 126 in number (fig.1A). 

Regarding claim 35. Mullendore and Sriram discloses all the limitations of the 
parent claim with the exception of wherein the plurality of nodes are in a dual loop 
arrangement such that each node receives and transmits information to each of two 
nodes through two loops in which information flows in opposite directions. However, 
examiner takes official notice that it is well known in the art how to convert a half duplex 
loop or ring to a full duplex loop. Thus, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention was made to convert a half duplex 
loop to a full duplex loop for the purpose of increasing efficiency and avoiding latency. 

Regarding claim 36. Mullendore discloses a system wherein a node corresponds 
to one device (fig.1A, 710). 

Regarding claim 37. Mullendore discloses a system wherein a node corresponds 
to a plurality of devices (figIA, 710 and 700). 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1 , 3-7, 9-14, and 26-37 have been 
considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 
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Conclusion 

4. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. See PTO_892. 

Examiner has cited particular columns and line numbers in the references 
applied to the claims above for the convenience of the applicant. Although the specified 
citations are representative of the teachings of. The art and are applied to specific 
limitations within the individual claim, other passages and figures may apply as well. It is 
respectfully requested from the applicant in preparing responses, to fully consider the 
references in entirety as potentially teaching all or part of the claimed invention, as well 
as the context of the passage as taught by the prior art or disclosed by the Examiner. 
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In the case of amending the claimed invention, Applicant is respectfully 
requested to indicate the portion(s) of the specification which dictate(s) the structure 
relied on for proper interpretation and also to verify and ascertain the metes and bounds 
of the claimed invention. 

When responding to this office action, applicants are advised to clearly point out 
the patentable novelty which they think the claims present in view of the state of the art 
disclosed by the references cited or the objections made. Applicants must also show 
how the amendments avoid such references or objections. See 37C.F.R 1.111 (c). In 
addition, applicants are advised to provide the examiner with the line numbers and 
pages numbers in the application and/or references cited to assist examiner in locating 
the appropriate paragraphs. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to MOUNIR MOUTAOUAKIL whose telephone number is 
(571)270-1416. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Thursday (1pm-4: 
30pm) eastern time. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Hassan Kizou can be reached on 571-272-3088. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/M. M./ 

Examiner, Art Unit 2419 



/Hassan Kizou/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2419 



